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Marvazne Howden and Mark 2. Zanna

lniversity of Waterloco

Fquitys theoriss._ have maintiine= that a fair
distribution of rewcrrd- between two i- “ividualsS 35 oné whicn
refiects tie ratio “mweir inputs (Awam-; 1326S5; Walster and

877:: however,

=Y

Val ster, 25 Z)e A —e-3nt paper by Ler-~-= (

at  the ~z_ity rule is oniw one of many used in

I

s8® .ecsts
de-:rmining ZTair allec +Tions, He pros=<es a model which
SUKEzes ts t.ut i< -wu _ndividuals a3 perceived as being
sim:lar t®» und in a posit:ve relations: .- with each other
there aT= two peoSsikle rules that will —ive fair allocation
of rewarcs. If The indiv.duals see eact other as occugants
6f ©posi*.cns, wnose charicteristics 4re independent of any
inilividials occuoyving thexz. and Séé ea-h other'!s behavior as
t product o:f their ressective Posi "ions, the equity rule
apzliess 1f, on the oth=r handy they are perceived as
Sersons who @mizht occUpy any number of positions and whose
be cavior sStems from their individual characteristics or
TeXe—Ugs an equality or parity rule of aiioéation would be
.r-iowéd, repgardiess of relative inpute

=redictions in an allocation situation ix the perceived
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relationships are varied. particuiariy if inputs are
unequal. Ecuity theory sugzests that interpersonal
relationship would make no difference, and that allocation
Should be strictly accordinz to input. While Lerner?s model
predicts an equitable ;iiocaiion for the ypoSitional
relationship, it would predict an equal allocation for tae
personal relationshipe.

A Study designed to test these alternatives also
provides an interesting context in which to examine sex
differences in allocations. Since it has been found that
males tend to allocate more equitably than temales‘ shen
equity implies an uneéqual allocation (Leventhal and
Anderson, 1970; Leventhal and Lane, 1S7C), it mizht mell be
that males and females perceive ambiguous relationships as
positional and personal, respectively, and allocate
accordinzly.

¥e deésigned a social—percention test of the inflaence of
pérsonai and positional reltationships on allocationse Ve
had two gquestions in mind in conductinz the study:

1) Do allocations follow an equity rule fcr positicnal
retationships and an equaiity ruie for personal
relationships?

2) If a relationship between individuals is unclear,
will females perceive it as "personal™ and males as

"posiiionat," and viii they aiioc&té accordingly?
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4 Tumber of pilot studims enar'~d ygs :c desisn a booklet

containing three allocat_onn  sStopji -, ~=Te involvinga a
persanal relationship, sne Crelvez a positional
relationship, an< one waice == amniguous as to
relationship. The basic sc—ipt « ¢ £:_ocation story was
as fcllows: Two university Studer .. vo o+ ieer to help out

with a taske In the same len :;t: Of time: one student does

twice as much work as the other. tteer workin. they are
unexpectedly offered a reward o/ <2M.  ne mapipulation of
relationship was achieved by pre. gcsag an allocation
situation with a description o1 -ev3ous occasions ugon
which the individuals tad in- vdie The dimension
involved in the manipalation wase \ ~nstraint of rehavior

by role, just one aspect of theé ™ . ,.cossition distinctione

Behavior in the positional rel. -ni§ was constrained by
role; the individuals did some because their roles
" demanded its In the persona -= .tionship, rolé did not
constrain behavior; the individu . .i.1 somethinz although
trzir roles did not demans . . In each case, the

individuals helped one zmother i- 1L i%e Previcus oCCcaASionSe
A complex counterbalanciny Schem= #n 5 worked out to control
for content of the allocation situes':onS, contént of the
relationship manipulations, combint jons of the twoy and
order effects. In addition tc the i=—ependent variatle ecach

booklet contained a number of dependent measures which were

S
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taken arter each staws. The main dependent measure in .-.ch
cond itiocx was tme subyecl'''s perception of the pr._osar
allocation of rewar. ir <he situaticn describede In

addition. there wete ar mrer of manip.lation checks, -oth
direct aad indirect. Su. 2c=s5 also filled out =& BHew Sex
Role Ilnventory (Be=m, 177 ..

we ran 144 unc¢e ~_raduates from the University of
Waterloo, 72 malés an: 72 females. Each subject filled out
a booklet that conzzined ail three vonditions and “he
respective dependent measures. The finizl measSure was he
Bem Sex Role Inventory (3SR1)e The tasic analysis, tren,
was a 2 (sex of sub:ect) X J3 (interpersonal relationstip)
analysis of ‘varia=ce, with interpersonal reilationshiz as a
within-subject vari.:zles

N
+esults and ﬁiscussion

Perceived Relationscio (Table 1)

Personal  and zositional relationskips were FEriefly
defiucd for the Subje ts, and they were asked to indicate

which relationship ewiisted in the preceding sfory on a two—

point scate (1 indi:zited "personui" and é indicated
"sositional"). The main effect for intergersonal
relationship was reliaole at p<e01 (F(2,274) = 132.01)s As

can be ssen in Table I both mules and females perceived the
intended relationshins in the personal and positional

conditions. In the =smyiguous condition, however, hoth sexes

6
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indicated =12t they felt the —- ationship + .s more likely
s0sitional than personmal in n.o-uxres A Sirisr measure using

N 1l-point scale (-5 = persor. t=o *+35 = zHees:ition) yielded

cimilar pesalts (F(2,274) 22:.33)e

Allocatjons (Table 2)

Subjects were asked to jin-{icate how the money stkould he
ivided i . each casee« The allocation Scoresw were grouped by
.veraltl Irequency into 3 uroups, and scored 1, 2, and 3. (A
score of 1 indicates 50%, 2 indicatés 60-6S%, and 3
indicates 69-80%. These¢ scoresS refer to the percen tage
20oinz to the individual doing the most worik-) Azain only the
main eéffect for interpersonal relationship was reliable
(E(é,274)=9.88, §<.Oi)o As can ke seen in Table 2, subjects
allocated more equally in the rersonal condition
(untransformed mean of 355.65%) than in either the positional
(untransformed mean of 56432%) or ih; ambiguous

(untransformed mean of 38:53%) conditionse

Sex Role QOrientation (Table 3)

An analysis of variance employing only masculine and
near—masculine males and feminine and near-ferinine females
(cfe Bem, 1974) was also pertormeds Androsynous and cross
sex—typed individuals were eliminatedle. This analysis
indicated that bLoth the main effeéct for interpersonal

relationship and the inteéraction between sex of sabject and

.
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interpersonal re=.<jioaship wers reliable (F(2,148)=3.70,
2<.05; and E( 2414~ =432, p<.01, respectivelyle AS can be

Sseen in  Tabie <. »oth males and females allocated more

equally in the per-onal condition than in the posi tional

coniitions In tne ambizuous condition, hawever, females
allocated more emu:lly than dis <he males (1(69) = 2.65)
plelle In -vie aﬁaiysis. ihen, fﬁe fraditional sex

difference in a .location was —eplicated in the ambiguous
conditione. A similar anaivsis on the perception of
relationship me=Sures howevery 4id no%1 indicate that female

and male subjects cifferentially perceived the relationship

in this critical co-ditione.

The results o this .tudv seem to indicat: that
perceived relationsuip is a strong determinant of
allocationas Thus, Lerner's model of justice is sugportede
Furthermore, it is only when relationship cues wére

ambiguous and subjects were highly differentiated by sex
role orientation that the traditional sex difference in
altlocation was founde. Aithough these subjects did not
diffébéntiall& perceive the relationship, it was possible
that they might, at Least, have intended to create différént
relationships by their allocationse A foiiow;ub study
attempted to detérminé if this was the casee.

For this study we selected 24 non-androzynous

underzraduatesy, 13 males and 11 ftemales, from a rpool of
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individuals who had completed BSRI's a few weeks earliere.
Subjects were contacted in the Same manner as in the
previous sStudy but were only given an ambiguous story to
work withe In addition to the original measuresy three new
measures were addede First, sulbjects were asked to indicate
on an li-point scale (-5 to *S} what sort of relationship
mizht be gcreated by their Aiiocation, from "person" at -5
through "none" at 0 to "position' at +5. Second, on a
similar scale they were asked to indicate whether and what
kind of relationship they jintended to gcreate with their
altocatione. Finally, they were asked to indicate their
preference of a rei;tionship {person or position) in a
situation similar to that described in the storye

Althouan the sex difference in allocation did not reach
a conventional level of statistical significance, probably
due to the small number of sSubjects used in this follow—up
Study, the results were clearly in the expected directions.
Whi le oniy 46% of the males proposed a 50/5C splity, 73% of
the females did so (x§=1a73, p<e20). If we aré more
generous with our parity catezory, aiio-ing it to range from
S0/50 to 69/40, the male/female differenée is more marked
with 514% of the maies usin: parity vérsué 2i% of the females
(x%=3.96, p<.05):

The subjects' perceptions of the relationship described

tory did replicate our earlier resultsS, in that

[on
B
t
bo ol
&
%
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there was no sex differencas AS intended (and in contrast
to our carlier study )y, on an ll-point scale (-5 person to +5
nosition) Loth males and females were uncleéear about whether
the relationshir was personal or positional (means of <62
and .00, respectively).

The three ncw measures vielded interestins data but no
clear sex differencese Two—thirds of the subjects indicated
that they had not fntepnfed to create a particular type of
relationship with their allocation and that they would
prefer a person rei¢tionéhip in the same situatione The
means tor males and temales were quite similar on these
measures, indicatinz no differential infeniion or préféréncé
of relationships A major question, however, had teen
whether the subjects felt that the allocation would create
or foster a particular kind of reiationshiﬁ. Although the
sex diffeéeréncé did not reach a ccnventional tevel of
statistical significance, females did tend to say their
allocations would create person relationshigs to a zreater
extent than males (55% vs 23%, respectively, made ratings of
-3 or below on the 11 point scale described above; §?=2552,
p<e15)e Moreover; this measurée was hixhly correlated with
&iioéatioh (r22=«72, p<adl)2, Thus, it would scem that
althouzh most of the subjects claimed that they prefer
person retdinnships and that they did not intend to create

a relationsuips, in fact, they did feel tnat their

10 o
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recommended allocatjion would create a parficulur kind of

relationship —-- and to the extent that there is a sex

to be more likely to create position relationshipsS, and more
equal allocations to create person relationshipse This
datas then, could be seen as sSupport for the idea that the
desire to create a relationship is mediatinz the gender
difference in allocatione However, due to the failure to
gét a clear sex difference on the wmeasure of relationship
creation and the fact that so few subjects regort any
intention of creating a reiafEOnship this suppor? is not as
Strong a= one mizht wishs The sStcenzgtt of the correlation
between the subjects® allocation and the méEasure ot
relationship that would be created? does suggest anocther
role for relationship creation. That iS, whatzver may cause
a particular allocation, the allucation does seem to lead to
a clear perception of relationsShice This would seem to
support Llernery, Miller, and Holmes?! (1S76) suggestion that
resource allocation could, in fact, be seen as a tool in the
determination of future contactse

Cur results then appear to indicate threc things:
1) When a relationship is defined for subjects, this

definition is an important determinant of allocation for

Loth sexes;
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Cnly when relationship is not clearly eitber perscn or

tion, is a sex ditference in allocation lixely - and

[

pos
then only for traditionally sex-typed individuals: and

3) Regzardless of how a reward is allocated, Subjects of
both sexes see the aliocation as a determinant of future
interactions.

These conclusions, then, point to the fact that
perceived relationship is a critical varisble in the reward
allocation Process, and sugzest that it will be important to
examine the consequences (and causes) of perceived
relationships in subjects actually involved in allocating

rewvardse

12



